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DETAILED ACTION 



Drawings 



1 , The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the steps for storing orthographic 
variations and a cut and paste code extended by a gloss code as recited in claims 1 and 9, the 
steps for storing an accented character as recited in claims 4 and 12, and the structure of the 
linguistic dictionary recited in claims 5-8 must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the 
claim(s). No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure 
must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will 
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be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. The term "explicitly substantially all" in claims 1, 5, and 9 is a general term that 
renders the claim indefinite. The term "explicitly substantially all " is not defined by the claim, 
the specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree encompassed 
by "explicitly substantially all", and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably 
apprised of the scope of the invention. Thus, it is unclear as to the total amount of orthographic 
variations that are encompassed by the term "explicitly substantially all". This term will be 
interpreted as a general plurality of orthographic variations for the application of the prior art of 
record. 

4. Claims 1-4 and 9-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
incomplete for omitting essential steps, such omission amounting to a gap between the steps. 
See MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted steps in claims 1 and 9 are: obtaining orthographic 
variations of dictionary words (before the first limitation) (Paragraphs 0024 and 0041), 
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generating a cut and paste code by replacing an explicit orthographic variation word form with a 
notation indicating how many characters should be cut from the end of a word's surface form 
and pasted to produce the variation (before the second limitation) (Paragraph 0026), extending 
the cut and paste code by generating a gloss code based on the case of a word and the 
orthographic variation (before the second limitation) (Paragraphs 0041-0050). In other words, 
claims 1 and 9 intend to refer to processes for producing a linguistic dictionary, but fail to recite 
how the claimed dictionary results are achieved. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

5. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

6. Claims 1-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 
to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 1 and 9 are drawn to a method for storing a linguistic dictionary. To be 
statutory, a claimed process must either: (A) result in a physical transformation for which a 
practical application is either disclosed in the specification or would have been known to a 
skilled artisan, or (B) be limited to a practical application which produces a useful, tangible, 
and concrete result. See Diehr, 450 U.S. at 183-84, 209 USPQ at 6 (quoting Cochrane v. 
Deener, 94 U.S. 780, 787-88 (1876)) ("A [statutory] process is a mode of treatment of 
certain materials to produce a given result. It is an act, or a series of acts, performed upon the 
subject matter to be transformed and reduced to a different state or thing.... The process 
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requires that certain things should be done with certain substances, and in a certain order; 
but the tools to be used in doing this may be of secondary consequence."). In the present 
case, the final result of Claims 1 and 9 only refers to an abstract stored dictionary data, but 
the claim does not recite the generation of such a result. Since the presently claimed 
invention neither performs a transformation, nor actively produces a useful, concrete and 
tangible result, claims 1 and 9 are directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

As such, claims 1 and 9 are directed to non-statutory subject matter. The dependent 
claims fail to overcome the 35 U.S.C. 101 rejection directed towards independent claims 1 and 9, 
and thus, are also directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim 5 is drawn to an abstract dictionary data structure. In order for a claimed 
invention to be considered statutory under 35 U.S.C. 101, it must be useful and accomplish a 
practical application. That is, it must produce a "useful, concrete and tangible result" (State 
Street, 149 F3d at 1373-74, 47 USPQ2d at 1601-02). In the present case, claim 5 only 
represents an abstract dictionary data structure, which does not produce any type of result. As 
such, claim 5 is directed to non-statutory subject matter. Also, it is pointed out that claims 
directed to a data structure are nonstatutory. See, e.g., Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1361, 31 
USPQ2d at 1760 (claim to a data structure per se held nonstatutory). The dependent claims fail 
to overcome the 35 U.S.C. 101 rejection directed towards independent claim 5, and thus, are also 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim 9 is drawn to a "program product" per se as recited in the preamble and as such is 
non-statutory subject matter. See MPEP § 2106.IV.B.l.a. Data structures not claimed as 
embodied in computer readable media are descriptive material per se and are not statutory 
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because they are not capable of causing functional change in the computer . See, e.g., 
Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1361, 31 USPQ2d at 1760 (claim to a data structure perse held 
nonstatutory). Such claimed data structures do not define any structural and functional 
interrelationships between the data structure and other claimed aspects of the invention, which 
permit the data structure's functionality to be realized. In contrast, a claimed computer readable 
medium encoded with a data structure defines structural and functional interrelationships 
between the data structure and the computer software and hardware components which permit 
the data structure's functionality to be realized, and is thus statutory. Similarly, computer 
programs claimed as computer listings per se, i.e., the descriptions or expressions of the 
programs are not physical "things." They are neither computer components nor statutory 
processes, as they are not "acts" being performed. Such claimed computer programs do not 
define any structural and functional interrelationships between the computer program and other 
claimed elements of a computer, which permit the computer program's functionality to be 
realized. Dependent claims 10-12 fail to overcome the 35 U.S.C. 101 rejection applied to claim 
9, and thus, are also directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 
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8. Claims 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Kaplan et al (U.S. Patent: 5,594,641). 

With respect to Claims 1 and 5, Kaplan discloses: 

Storing orthographic variations of words in a finite state transducer database (word stems 
and all variations stored in a finite state transducer database, Col 4, Line 19- Col 5, Line 5); 

Storing, for each of the orthographic variations, a cut and past code extended by a gloss 
code that indicates whether at least part of the orthographic variation should be converted 
between upper and lower case (stored coded mapping of variation rules merged into a lexical 
transducer, wherein variations are cut and pasted onto a stem form, Col 4, Line 19- Col 5, Line 
5 and Col 8, Line 59- Col 9, Line 6; further tag codes that are indicative of a change in case 
between a stem and variant form, Col 4, Line 40- Col 5, Line 5; and example of case variation 
in a FST, Col 7, Line 56- Col 8, Line 13). 

With respect to Claims 3, 7, and 11, Kaplan discloses the tag code indicative of a change 
of case of any letter in a word sequence as applied to claim 1, thus it would be inherent within 
the scope of the teachings of Kaplan that a tag code would indicate the conversion of a first 
character to lower or upper case, especially in determining a relation between a dictionary term 
and a capitalized first word in a query sentence when the created dictionary is utilized in an 
information retrieval system (Col 9, Lines 19-53). 

With respect to Claim 9, Kaplan discloses the method for producing a lexical transducer 
as applied to claim 1 as implemented as a program stored on a computer readable medium (Col 
7, Lines 46-55). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 2, 6, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kaplan et al in view of Lee et al (U.S. Patent: 4,939,639). 

With respect to Claims 2, 6, and 10, Kaplan discloses the method for generating a lexical 
transducer as applied to Claim 1. Kaplan does not specifically suggest form variation between 
single and double character sequences, however Lee recites a linguistic dictionary that indicates 
corresponding single and double character sequences (Col 10, Line 55- Col. 11, Line 6). 

Kaplan and Lee are analogous art because they are from a similar field of endeavor in 
linguistic dictionary processing. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Kaplan with the correlation of 
related single and double character sequences in order to provide a means for transliteration for 
characters that do not appear in a user's language (Lee, Col. 10, Lines 43-54). 

1 1 . Claims 4, 8, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kaplan et al in view of Schabes et al (U.S. Patent: 6,424,983). 

With respect to Claims 4, 8, and 12, Kaplan discloses the method for generating a lexical 
transducer as applied to Claim 1. Kaplan does not specifically suggest storing composite word 
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forms having unaccented characters and storing expanded word forms having the base letter 
form and an accent mark, however Schabes discloses a lexicon utilizing a finite state machine 
that associates words without accents (composite form) with alternative word forms having the 
base letters and accent marks (expanded form) (Col 21, Line 66- Col. 22, Line 30). 

Kaplan and Schabes are analogous art because they are from a similar field of endeavor 
in linguistic dictionary processing. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Kaplan with the concept of 
incorporating accent data into a lexicon as taught by Schabes in order to enable dictionary use in 
a non-English language context (Schabes, Col 22, Lines 17-21). 

Conclusion 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 

Karttunen (U.S. Patent: 5,412,567)- discloses adding dictionary words by sharing model 
paths in a finite state transducer. 

Kadashevich et al (U.S. Patent: 5, 708,829)- discloses a method for indexing variables of 
text entries in a lexicon. 

Cams (U.S. Patent: 5, 794,177)- discloses a system for text tokenization utilizing 
morphological transform codes. 

Carus (U.S. Patent: 5,890,103)- discloses a system for text tokenization utilizing 
morphological transform codes. 



Application/Control Number: 10/619,070 



Page 10 



Art Unit: 2626 

Penteroudakis et al (U.S. Patent: 5,995,922)- discloses a method for electronic dictionary 
processing. 

Karlov et al (U.S. Patent: 6,298,321)- discloses a method for compressing words in a 
lexicon by combining tree sequence subtrees. 

Ulicny et al (U.S. Patent: 6,490,549)- discloses a method for orthographic 
transformation. 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James S. Wozniak whose telephone number is (571) 272-7632. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th, 7:30-5:00, F, 7:30-4, Off Alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Patrick Edouard can be reached at (571) 272-7603. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



James S. Wozniak 
5/2/2007 




